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FROM HARRIMAN AND VANCE ; 

SUBj: OCT 11 PRIVATE MEETING WITH LE DUC THO AND XUAN THUY 

j. WE MET WITH LE DU THO AND XUAN THUY FOR ONE HOUR ' 

AND THREE-QUARTERS MORNING OCT 11 AT LOCATION PROVIDED _ 

BY CAS IN SUBURB OF SCEAUX. THO AND THUY WERE ACCOMPANIED 
BY AND INTERPRETER AND TWO NOTETAKERS. LAU WAS„ N0 J ! 

PRESENT. DAVIDSON AND NEGROPONTE ACCOMPANIED US. FORMAL j 

DISCUSSION LASTED ONE HOUR. 

2. THUY OPENED MEETING BY ASKING VANCE TO REPEAT AGAIN j 
WHAT HE HAD SAID AT WEDNESDAY*S TEABREAK ON GVN REPRE- | 

SENTaTION. WE DID SO USING SAME LANGUAGE AS AT TEA BREAK. 

THO THEN SAID HE WANTED TO RAISE TWO QUESTIONS. FIRST, 

WHETEHER WE WOULD STOP THE BOMBING WHEN WE HAD A CLEAR 
ANSWER TO THE QUESTION OF GVN PARTICIPATION AS A PARTY 
IN THE NEGOTIATIONS THAT WOULD FOLLOW A CESSATION. 

SECOND, WHETHER AFTER A CLEAR ANSWER 

TO THIS QUEST ION HAS BEEN GIVEN WE WILL CONSIDER THE 
ANSWER TO BE A CONDITION OR RECIPROCITY FOR STOPPING OF 

BOMBIN. 

3. WE ANSWERED THE SECOND QUESTION FIRST, SAYING IT WAS 
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NOT A DEMAND FOR RECIPROCITY OR A CONDITION BUT, AS 
WE HAD SAID many TIMES, WAS OUR DEFINITION OF SERIOUS talks] 

WE SAID THAT AS WE HAD STATED, WE DO NOT BELIEVE THERE 
COULD BE SERIOUS NEGOTIATIONS WITHOUT INCLUSION OF 
REPRESENTATIVES OF GVN ON OUR SIDE. 

4. TURNING TO THE FIRST QUESTION, WE SAID THAT WE 
COULD NOT ANSWER THE QUESTION AND THAT IT WOULD HAVE TO 
BE ANSWERED IN WASHINGTON, WE THEN MADE THE FOLLOWING STATEMENT: 
"IN RESPONDING TO YOUR QUESTION, IT IS VERY IMPORTANT 
THAT THERE BE NO MISUNDERSTANDING BETWEEN US. IT IS 
IMPORTANT TO UNDERSTAND THAT WE ARE NOT TALKING ABOUT 
RECIPROCITY OR CONDITIONS BUT THE SIMPLE FACT THAT AFTER 
A CESSATION OF ALL BOMBARDMENT THE PRESIDENT'S ABILITY 
TO MAINTAIN THAT SITUATION WOUULD BE AFFECTED BY CERTAIN 
ELEMENTAL CONSIDERATIONS. 



5. " WE DO NOT LOOK ON THEM AS A CONDITION FOR STOPPING 
THE BOMBING BUT AS A DESCRIPTION OF THE SITUATION WHICH 
WOULD PERMIT SERIOUS NEGOTIATIONS AND THUS THE CESSATION 
TO CONTINUE. YOU WILL UNDERSTAND, THEREFORE, THAT THE 
CIRCUMSTANCES WE HAVE DISCUSSED IN OUR VARIOUS PRIVATE 
MEETINGS ABOUT MILITARY'ACTIVITY IN AND AROUND THE DMZ 
ARE ESSENTIAL TO THE MAINTENANCE OF THAT SITUATION. AND, 

OF COURSE, YOU KNOW FROM OUR VARIOUS DISCUSSIONS THAT 
INDISCRIMINATE ATTACKS LAUNCHED AGAINST MAJOR CITIES WOULD 
CREATE A SITUATION WHICH WOULD NOT PERMIT SERIOUS TALKS 
AND THUS THE MAINTENANCE OF A CESSATION."WE SAID THAT 

WE HAD SAID THIS BEFORE, AND THAT IT WAS SPECIFICALLY 
CONFIRMED WHEN VANCE WAS IN WASHINGTON. 
y 

6. LE DUC THO ASKED WHETHER WE HAD FINISHED. HE THEN 
SAID THAT THEY TOOK NOTE OF OUR STATEMENT THAT CESSATION 

OF BOMBING AND ALL OTHER ACTS OF WAR WOULD BE UNCONDITIONAL. 
THO CONTINUED, BUT SUPPOSE THAT THE DRV AGREES TO 
PARTICIPATION OF GVN AT NEGOTIATIONS AFTER THE BOMBING 
CEASES. YOU CANNOT YET ASSERT THAT BOMBING WILL BE 
STOPPED. YOU HAVE TO REPORT TO WASHINGTON; WE CONFIRMED 

that this decision could only be made by the president 

AND asked HIM;WHY HE COULD NOT INDICATE HIS OWN ANSWER NOW. 
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! SUBJECT: OCT. il PRIVATE MEETING WITH LE DUC THO AND XUAN THUY \ 

• • I • »• 

1 ' J 

? 7. THO SAID SUPPOSE THE DRV AGREES TO PARTICIPATION OF! . 

• THE SAIGON GOVERNMENT. THE DRV DOES NOT KNOW THAT THE ! 5 

(■ US WILL STOP BOMBING SO HOW COULD THE DRV AGREE TO GVN j 

\ participation, tho said he agreed that there would be : 

[. NO RECIPROCITY FOR CESSATION OF BOMBING AND ALSO AGREED ; 

2 THAT THE US WANTED TO HAVE REASON TO BELIEVE, BUT WHAT, J 

s- HE ASKED, IS THE CONDITION RAISED BY THE US. IS IT 
!. AGREEMENT ON THE REPRESENTATION OF THE SAIGON GOVERNMENT? 
r IF SO, THO WAS PREPARED TO DISCUSS THE ISSUE, BUT FIRST 
I THEY HAD TO KNOW IF US WOULD STOP THE BOMBING IF THE DRV 
‘ THEY RESPONDED AFFIRMATIVELY. ! . 

_* ' I . 

t: - ~ : 

!• 8. WE ASKED WHETHER IF WE GAVE AN AFFIRMATIVE ANSWER 
IT THEY WOULD AGREE TO G VN PARTICIPATION. THOS TURNED THE: QUESTION 
r AROUND, SAYING THAT HE WONDERED WHETHER IF THEY AG REED WE WOULD 
t STOP THE BOMBING. WE REPLIED WE WERE NOT AUTHORIZED TO ANSWER 

: that question, thuy said he agreed with what LE DUC 

r THO HAD SAID AND WANTED TO ADD THE FOLLOWING THOUGHT: 

IF THE DRV GIVES US THEIR ANSWER FIRST AND WE REPORTED 
? THAT TO WASHINGTON, THE US MIGHT MERELY NOTE THAT RESPONSE, 
j ; RAISE OTHER FACTORS AND MAKE PROPAGANDA OF THE NORTH 
f VIETNAMESE ACCEPTANCE. WE SAID WE WOULD NOT MAKE PROPAGANDA 
;• IF THEY ANSWERED. WE ASKED THO AND THUY WHETHER WE | 
r WOULD BE MISTAKEN IF WE REPORTED TO OUR GOVERNMENT THAT 
I ON THE BASIS OF OUR DISCUSSIONS WE BELIEVED THE NORTH j , 

• VIETNAMESE ANSWER WOULD BE FAVORABLE. THO ! 

1 REPLIED THAT HE SUGGESTED WE REPORT AS FOLLOWS: IF NORTH VIET- 

• NAM ACCEPTED THE PARTICIPATION OF THE SAIGON GOVERNMENT, 


U 


WOULD THE PRESIDENT IMMEDIATELY STOP THE BOMBING?.,, 
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i ; 9. WE SAID WE WOULD PREFER THEM TO TELL US NOW THAT "THEY % 

I WOULD ACCEPT PARTICIPATION OF THE SAIGON GOVERNMENT - IF WE > 
^STOPPED THE BOMBING. LE DUC THO REPLIED, "IT IS THE SAME 
['THING." (AS WHAT HE HAD SAID.) WE ASKED WHAT-HIS STATEMENT_. 
v MEANT AND THO REPLIED, "THE SUBSTANCE IS THE SAME." -yk-. 

i' ' - . 1 • 

*1+' * I * * 

H 10. THO SAID HE WOULD LIKE TO REPEAT ONCE AGAIN.THAT ; I / 
f: REGARDING A PEACEFUL SETTLEMENT, NORTH VIET-NAM HAD A " | vV? 
F SERIOUS INTENT AND THAT HE HOPED WE ALSO HAD A SERIOUS : v 
INTENT. HE SAID NORTH VIET-NAM KNOWS HOW TO LOOK AT THE j- : • 
| PROBLEM REALISTICALLY AND SOiHOULD WE. AND ONLY IN THIS; . 
^ WAY COULD THE MATTER BE SETTLED PEACEFULLY. HE SAID, 

K WUPPOSE WE FORMALLY ANSWER WHAT YOU ARE NOW REQUIRING AND 
ii YOU DON 1 ! STOP THE BOMBING—. THEN YOU WOULD HAVE NO GOOD¬ 
-WILL AND WOULD NOT-HAVE LOOKED REALISTICALLY AT THE MATTER, 
t. ■ • i 

11. THO SAID HE WAS CONVINCED THAT IF WE BOTH HAD SERIOUS 
}>. INTENT AND GOODWILL, A PEACEFUL SETTLEMENT CAN BE REACHED, 
i- WE SAID THAT NOTHING WOULD BE WORSE THAN TO HAVE THE TALKS 
f' ; START AND THEN BREAK DOWN AND THAT THAT WAS THE REASON WHY 

!■: WE HAVE BEEN COMPLETELY. FRANK WITH THEM. 1- 

l : . ! 

f‘. 12. THO SAID WHEN YOU GIVE US AN ANSWER WE WILL EXPRESS: 
v- OUR VIEW. HE SAID "WE SHOULD BE POSITIVE AND YOU SHOULD BE 
' • POSITIVE. IF WE ARE POSITIVE AND YOU ARE NOT, OR VICE- , 

i : VERSA, THEN NO PROGRESS WILL BE MADE." ' ; 

i • • . 

13. WE SAID WE WOULD COMMUNICATE WITH WASHINGTON THE 
[' SUBSTANCE OF TODAY’S CONVERSATION AND WOULD MEET WITH THEM 
(i ON MONDAY IF WE HAD AN ANSWER. IF WE HAD NO ANSWER, WE • 

S • WOULD LET THEM KNOW. ; ‘ 

{'• - . • i . 

H 14. THIS CONCLUDED OUR FORMAL TALK. OVER TEA, LE DUC ; 
l THO AND THUY BOTH SAID THAT THEY BELIEVED THAT RAPID f 
P PROGRESS COULD BE MADE IF WE WERE REALLY DETERMINED TO . 
f: MOVE TOWARD PEACE. . 
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